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ABSTRACT 

The relationship between self— concept measures of 
deprived mothers and self-concept measures of their children is 
re-examined empirically. An accidental discovery was made correlating 
mothers* pre measures of self-concept to their childrens* post 
measures of self-concept. (CK) 
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Background and Objectives 

A considerable body of research exists linking the child 1 s 
school -related behavior and achievement with his self-concept 
measures (Morgan, 1961; Clifford, 1966; Davidson and Lang, 1960; 
Fink, 1962; Shaw, Edson and Bell, 1960; Shaw and Alves, 1963; 
Brookover, Thomas and Patterson, 1964). Research findings exist 
linking self-concept measures to various facets of delinquency 
and abnormality (Fitts and Hamner , 1961; Fannin and Clinard, 
1965; Lefeber, 1965; Balester, 1956; Reckless and Dinitz, 1956). 
Since self-concept measures relate to many facets of a child* s 
life, it appears meaningful to study factors related to the 
shaping of the child *s self-concept. 

Child development and educational psychology literature 
abounds with statements and findings relating the importance 
of parents and significant others in the development of the 
self-concept of the child (Combs and Snygg, 1959; Medinnus and 
Curtis, 1967; Hurley, 1967; Bayley and Schaefer, 1967; Peterson, 
et. al., 1967; Gordon, 1959). The present study attempts to 
re-examine empirically the relationship between self-concept 

measures of deprived mothers and self-concept measures of their 
children. 

At the 1971 American Educational Research Association con- 
vention a paper entitled "Mother-Child Self-Concept Transmission 
in Florida Model Follow Through Participants" was presented 
(Tocco and Bridges, 1971). That study was based on 323 sets 



of self-concept measures collected on deprived children and 
their mothers. The How I See Myself (H.I.S.M.) Scale and 
the Social Reaction Inventory (S.R.I.) were used to assess 
mothers* self-concept measures and the Childrens Self 
Social Constructs Test (G*SS.,C»T) . was used to assess childrens * 
self-concept measures (See Appendix A for descriptions of these 
scales and a brief description of the Florida Follow Through 
Model). Both sets of data were collected early (pre) In 
the school year and late (post) in the school year. The 
following hypo theses were tested: 

1. Self-concept measures of mothers are related to self- 
concept measures of their children. 

2. Self-concept measures of mothers recorded at the 
beginning of the school year are related to change 
in self-concept measures of their children over 
the course of the school year. 

3. Change In self-concept measures of mothers over the 
course of the school year is related to change in 
self-concept measures of their children over the 
same time period. 

Originally, the set of childrens pre measures (C.S.S.C.T.) 
was correlated with the set of mothers* pre measures (H.I.S.M. 
and S.R.I.) using the canonical correlation analysis. Two of 
the possible canonical R* s were statistically significant, one 
(.334) beyond the .005 level and the other (.317) beyond the 



• 05 level. The set of mothers 1 pre measures was correlated 
with the set of childrens difference (post minus pre) measures, 
using the same analytical methodology. One of the possible 
canonical R f s (.307) w/as statistically significant beyond 
the .05 level. Both sets of difference measures were similarly 
analyzed; however, no statistically significant R f s emerged. 

See tables one through six under the 1968-69 headings for 
more complete statistical Information on the original results. 
Methods « Data Sources, and Results 

A replication of the study was undertaken from 1,004 sets 
of deprived mothers 1 and childrens' measures (from ten 
communities In nine states) In an attempt to re-substantlate 
the above findings. The same canonical analyses were run and ' 
the Initial results were re -substantiated. By mistake, on 
the first data run, the canonical program was entered with 
an Incorrect format. The relational result was twice as large 
(.658, p < # 001) as any result previously encountered. An 
examination of the data format indicated that the computation 
was between the set of mothers * pre measure and the set of 
childrens 1 post measures. This relationship was not hypoth- 
esized and was discovered fortuitously through error. It Is 
now evident that mothers 1 pre self-concept measures, using 
the H.I.S.M. and S.R.I. are related to childrens 1 post 
C.S.S.C.T. self-concept measures, clearly a serendipitous 
finding. See tables one through seven under the 1969-70 
headings for more complete statistical Information on the 



replication and Table eight for similar information on the 
serendipitous .finding. 

Importance of Study 

The conclusions made as a result of this study were 
based upon the statistically significant results. These were 
to re-substantiate that: (1) mothers * self-concept measures 

are related to chidren*s self-concept measures, and (2) mothers 
self-concept measures taken at the beginning of the school year 
are related to change in childrens self-concept measures over 
the course of the school year. The third result was obtained 
serendipitously, and suggests that mothers T beginning of 
school year self-concept measures are related to childrens * 
end of school year self-concept measures. It should be noted 
that although the variance accounted for in relationships 
one and two stated above was small, approximately ten percent, 
the second and third relationships appear to have practical 
as well as statistical significance. Despite the fact that 
when using the canonical methodology, the measured relation- 
ships is maximized and the resulting estimate of variance 
accounted for somewhat inflated (Soar, 1962), the second 
and third relationships appear to have practical as well as 
statistical significance. With respect to the second re- 
lationships, Thorndike (1966) Indicated that even in relatively 
standardized achievement data the correlation between status 
and growth appears to be about .10. In light of the above, 
the relationship between mothers* status and their children* s 



growth appears substantial* The magnitude of the relation- 
ship between mothers 1 beginning of school year measures and 
childrens T end of school year measures clearly points to 
practical as well as statistical significance. 
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Tests of Successive Latent Roots for Pre Canonical Analysis 
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INSTRUMENTS 

The instruments used to assess the self-concepts, by way 
of the self-report were for children, the Children's Self 
Social Constructs Test (Long, Henderson, and Ziller, 1967); 
and for parents, the How I See Myself Scale (Gordon, 1968), 
and the Social Reaction Inventory (Gordon, 1968)* 

The Children's Self Social Constructs Test . The Child- 
ren's Self Social Constructs Test, developed by Long, Henderson, 
and Ziller (1967) , gives rise to twelve measures which 
are esteem, dependency, identification with mother, identi- 
fication with father, identification with friends, identi- 



fication with teacher, realism size, realism color, forced 
choice mother, forced choice father , forced choi ce friends , 
and forced choice teacher; Splitrhalves tests of reliability 
on the pre-school C.S.S.C.Td factors have revealed re- 1 
liabilities ranging froin.48:to.85 with a median have 
relabil^ty of .73 (Long, Henderson arid Ziller] 1967) ] ' Long, 
.Henderson, and Ziller (1967) have fully' discussed" cohtient 
and construct validation ; for Teach factof 1 oh the < C.S?S .b.T. 

The How I See M yself v Scale . -The • How : I See Myself Scale 
developed by, Gordon (1968) gives rise to four factors which 



. are, r>t 



\?L' 



> Autonomy y 



^©3 t-Retes t- reliabilities tf^ four ^ • f 

factory 5^^ ^ported, as * 86, vv58 .54; a^ 2 ies^t^ly 



(Gordon, 1968) » 
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The Social Reaction Inventory . The Social Reaction 
Inventory Is a modification of the Rotter Internal -External 
Scale (Gordon, 1968). The items on the Rotter (1966) 
Internal -External Scale were rewritten on a fourth -grade 
vocabulary level so as to make it usable on disadvantaged 
mothers. The Social Reaction Inventory gives rise to one 
score which is a measure of perceived Internal vs. External 



control of environment • Test-Retest reliability on the 



... { 






Social Reaction Inventory was reported as .78 (Gordon 1968). 
Gordon (1968) discussed content and construct validation 
of both the How I See Myself and the Social Reaction In- 



■V i).i 



ventory. 



THE FLORIDA: FOLLOW THROUGH MODEL 
; Home intervention is the key element of the Florida 
Follow Through Model., The home intervention agent is the 
Parent Educator . } This person typically is a mother from 
the local community who is highly aware of the social prob- 
lems facing the children with idiom she ■ works • ’ Because she 
M locaj* generally she "talks the same 1 language" 1 a^ the 
parents she - deal s with. , She functions in many roles . She 



works with children : in the classroom arid visits their 



^o^ s ,v V; ^ ur log her. home visitations she presents educational 
tasks tp the mother .v; She, works with the mother ^ she 
is conf ident that the, mother can present - the task to the 



child in an appropriate manner. The Parent Educator serves 



- 






in liaison between the home and the school. The Florida 
Follow Through Model does not conceive of the Parent 
Educator as a "teacher aide" in the traditional sense of 
that position; rather, she is viewed as a viable, active 
part of the educational process. 
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